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13 , and on April 29, 1949, the Communist Party of Nepal was formed in Calcutta, India.
14 Second, after World War Two, India was liberated from British colonial rule. This conveyed a number of messages to the Nepalese people. First, with the end of British rule, the Ranas had lost their moral political support. Second, India s transformation from colonialism to democracy inspired the democratic aspirations of the Nepalese people. India offered a home for the establishment of Nepalese political parties and supported their cause for democracy outside the reach of the Nepalese government. Third, India was concerned about Chinese influence over Nepal and wanted allies in Nepal who could join with India in order to protect India s political security interests. Since the Ranas were close to the British colonial rulers, democratic India relied more on the monarchy and democratic forces in Nepal. 15 These Indian factors contributed immensely to the shaping of the political landscape in Nepal.
With these developments, the Nepali Congress launched a movement for democracy in Nepal supported by the Communist Party and the King. 16 The Nepali Congress announced that the fight was for the establishment of full democracy in Nepal conjoined with political and economic justice, constitutional monarchy, land reform, and land distribution. It also favored a policy of close friendship with India. 17 This movement, known as the People s Revolution of 1951, conclusively ended the autocratic rule of the Rana Dynasty.
In December 1950, 18 India procured an agreement between the Nepali Congress, the King, and the Ranas. The Ranas accepted the Indian proposal on January 8, 1951 followed by a cease-fire order by the Nepali Congress on January 16, 1951. 19 King Tribhuvan arrived in Kathmandu from Delhi on February 15, 1951 and made a proclamation on February 17, 1951 with a commitment that the people be ruled by a democratic constitution framed by a constituent assembly elected by the people. This marked an end of the previous era and the beginning of a new era in the political and constitutional history of Nepal. The 1950s revolution emancipated the Kings from the domination of the Ranas, and helped the Shah Dynasty survive for another six decades until the monarchy was abolished on May 28, 2008. The political changes of 1950 and 1951 ended the conflict between the Shah and Rana dynasties in favor of the Shah Dynasty, but the King, did not keep his promise, eventually ushering in a profound conflict between the King and the people.
CONFLICT BETWEEN THE KING AND THE PEOPLE:
THE THIRD CONFLICT On March 30, 1951 , following the 1950 revolution, King Tribhuvan promulgated an Interim Constitution of the Kingdom of Nepal 20 on the advice of the Council of Ministers. The Interim Constitution came into force on April 11, 1951. 21 It was meant to be a constitution for an interim period until a republican constitution 22 could be prepared by a Constituent Assembly. 23 With these developments, the Ranas dictatorship was theoretically ended, but the Ranas were still in power. Rana Prime Minister Mohan Shumsher was leading the government that had been formed on March 30, 1951. 24 The Constitution was a compromise between the King, the Ranas, and the Nepali Congress. Eventually, constitutionalism was also compromised between these forces. The 1950 revolution was the starting point for the institutionalization of democracy in the country despite the serious challenges ahead. First, the Ranas were still dominating the political landscape of Nepal; removing them from power, no easy task, was the only way to end their political domination. Second, for the first time in a century, the King had an opportunity to enjoy state power and authority, inspiring him to seek out and wield even more. Since the Royal Nepal Army was loyal to the King, at any time the Monarch could step in to assume absolute power in his hands, posing a serious threat to the democratic aspirations of the people. Third, for centuries the country had been exploited by its rulers and desperately needed socio-economic transformation along with political change. These fragile institutions were in need of educated people, and inexperienced political leaders (the political parties and their activities were quite new for the Nepalese people, and leaders had never gained any experience of organizing political parties) lacked the skill to bring about the desired changes. Fourth, amidst these challenges, the Nepali Congress had the great responsibility of institutionalizing democracy while it was itself mired in internal conflict over party leadership and the lack of cooperation of almost three-dozen additional political parties, 25 including the Communist Party of Nepal. The road ahead was risky and dangerous.
A. Conflict from 1951 to 1990
The first government composed of Ranas and the representatives of Nepali Congress got mired in opposing political cultures soon after its formation in March 1951. The Nepali Congress, led by B. P. Koirala, felt that the presence of the Ranas in the governance was both oppressive and irrelevant. Conflict between these factions sharpened severely. 26 Both asked for Delhi s help in resolving the conflict. Delhi sympathized with both factions, and the parties returned to Nepal in the spirit of cooperation. 27 However, it did not work out. B. P. Koirala and the Congress group resigned from the government on November 11, 1951, asking the King to exercise his power to form a new government of the Nepali Congress without any Rana participation. Since the Ranas were still powerful, the King would not dare to eliminate Ranas from government, as requested by B. P. Koirala. In the meantime, many other political parties had demanded an all-party government consisting of more than the Nepali Congress. 28 In different scales and amplitude, political movements were burgeoning across the country. The Rana Prime Minister Mohan Shumsher, who had refused to resign in the beginning, suddenly tendered his resignation on November 13, 1951, perhaps sensing the fact that the Royal Nepal Army would not support the Ranas. He should have also felt that the spreading mass movement across the country could erupt at any time against the Ranas, compelling them to leave the country.
With the resignation of Prime Minister Mohan Shumsher, King Tribhuvan formed a government of the Nepali Congress under the leadership of Matrika Prasad Koirala, as B. P. had expressed his willingness to focus on the party s work. It was the first civilian government in the history of Nepal. With the establishment of this, the Ranas rule was finally ended. Nonetheless, challenges ahead were no less than before. The Nepali National instead of a government. Additionally, the King started ruling the country through his own executive power. The King had already overstepped the newly agreed modality of constitutional monarchy. Against the backdrop of severe political rivalries among the political parties, the King gradually accumulated political strength, forcing B. P. Koirala to compromise with the King. Consequently, B. P. Koirala adopted a policy of alignment with the King and rejected the idea of writing a constitution through an elected constituent assembly.
Since the Constituent Assembly promised by the King was to be constituted by 1952 31 but was never established, the Interim Constitution continued for eight years. B. P. Koirala and his party, the Nepali Congress, opposed the idea of promulgating a constitution by an elected constituent assembly. In the words of B. P. Koirala, making a constitution by the constituent assembly was highly unnecessary. 32 The ideas of B. P. Koirala concerning the constituent assembly aggravated mutual distrust and contention between the Nepali Congress and Communist parties. This political polarization pushed B. P. Koirala to ally himself further with the King. The King and B. P. Koirala agreed to draft a constitution by a committee of experts. Thus, instead of declaring elections for a constituent assembly, the King announced a Constitution Draft Commission. 33 The Commission was constituted on March 24, 1958. Sir Ivor Jennings, a noted constitutional expert from the United Kingdom, 34 was inducted to the Commission as its advisor. The commission worked for about eleven months, prepared a Draft Constitution and submitted it to the King. The King promulgated the constitution on February 12, 1959. For the first time in the history of Nepal, political parties were constitutionally recognized, and the parliament was composed of elected representatives of the people. However, it must be noted that the Constitution had provisions 35 by which the King could sidestep the constitution by exercising prerogatives and state power accorded to him.
Prior to the promulgation of the 1959 Constitution, on November 9, 1958, King Mahendra had announced elections for the parliament. The elections took place in February 1959, within a week from the date of the promulgation of the 1959 Constitution. The Nepali Congress won the majority of seats in the parliament. The Communists were in the minority. The Nepali Congress formed the government under the leadership of B. P. Koirala. Immediately, the culture of political non-cooperation sharpened between the Communist parties and the Nepali Congress. Consequently, the non-cooperation weakened the government, and it failed to deliver. At the societal level, people started fighting against each other in the name of their allegiance to political parties, which sharply divided communities and families into intolerable warring groups. A divided and intolerable political culture became widespread. In a short period of governance, the political parties left a pervasively undesirable image of themselves. Certainly, it was a golden time for the power-hungry King to assume state power. Eventually, on January 6, 1960, the King, with the support of Royal Nepal Army, dismissed the elected government, dissolved the parliament, took over all state power, and started dictating the country. This coup against the elected government marked the end of the 1959 constitution. The King had killed the democratic aspirations of the Nepalese people.
On May 8, 1962 , the King composed a six-member Constitution Drafting Commission.
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In a period of less than one and a half months, the Commission drafted the constitution and submitted it to the King on June 14, 1962. 37 The King promulgated the new constitution on December 16, 1962, known as the panchayati constitution, which posited all prerogatives in the hands of the King and placed the King above the constitution. As a result, it propelled the struggle between the King and the people represented by their political parties to a new height. The conflict continued for about fifty years until 2008. During this period, the Shah kings ignored their promises to the people, undermined their democratic aspirations, banned political parties, denied human rights, oppressed civilians, amassed wealth by abusing public resources, and ruled the country as dictators above the constitution.
B. Conflict from 1990 to 2008
It took almost thirty years to restrain the absolute monarchy exercised by the Shah Dynasty. The first people s movement launched by political parties (the Nepali Congress and different Communist factions) in 1989 against the panchayat system in the backdrop of the Indo-Nepal trade embargo ended the absolute monarchical rule in 1990. The ego and personality clash between King Birendra (who was killed in 2001 with his family members in a royal massacre) and the Indian Prime Minister, Rajiv Gandhi, ended up with the unilateral imposition of a trade embargo against Nepal by India. The trade embargo lasted for nine months until democracy was established in 1990. On April 16, 1990, the King restored multi-party democracy and agreed to be a constitutional monarch. On November 9, 1990, a new constitution was promulgated that legitimized democracy and modestly brought the absolute monarchy into the limits of the constitution. The Constitutional Recommendation Commission (CRC), formed on June 1, 1990 for the preparation of a draft constitution with a view to strengthen Constitutional Monarchy and Multiparty Democracy 38 prepared the draft of the 1990 Constitution. Recognizing the urgency for preparing the 1990 Constitution, the king directed the CRC to prepare the Constitution within three months. 39 The CRC accomplished its historic assignment in time and submitted the Draft 40 to the King on September 10, 1990. King Birendra handed the Draft to Prime Minister Krishna Prasad Bhattarai, instructing him to submit a final version after consulting with other political parties not represented in the CRC. To accomplish the task assigned by the King, the Interim Government of Mr. Bhattarai formed a three-member committee. 41 The Interim Government submitted the final version of the Constitution to the King on September 11, 1990. However, instead of producing the draft submitted by the Interim Government, the palace produced and communicated a different version of the Constitution in the Gorkhapatra Daily (a government newspaper), on October 21, 1990. The Palace stated that it had been prepared in consultation with the Prime Minister. However, the King's version of the Constitution was substantially different from the draft recommended by the CRC. 42 This deception shows that the King, from the very beginning of the making of the 1990 Constitution, was reluctant to be a constitutional monarch.
The model of the constitutional monarchy enshrined in the 1990 Constitution was defective. The drafters of the 1990 constitution were indoctrinated by a concept of the supremacy of the King and demonstrated their excessive loyalty to him. This indoctrination heavily influenced both the constitutional making process, and the statesmanship of the political leaders. For example, the chairperson of the CRC, while submitting the draft constitution to the King, depicted himself as the Earnest Devotee of His Majesty. 43 Given this context, one questions how a devotee could write a constitution transferring power from the King to the people, since the CRC was fraught with the legacy of parens patriae. Thus, did not recommend promulgating the 1990 Constitution by we the people . One of the drafters of the 1990 Constitution, Mr. Mukunda Regmi, claimed that the monarchy was the best and most trusted institution in defining constitutionalism and promulgating the constitution. He went on by asserting that, in a monarchical country, the King is the only source and authority for the promulgation of a constitution. Therefore, people or the representative body of the people could not promulgate the 1990 Constitution. 44 Mr. Regmi's statement clearly exhibits the actual state of mind of the drafters of the 1990 Constitution. Consequently, transferring power from the King to the people remained an unfinished agenda.
While promulgating the 1990 Constitution, on November 9, 1990, King Birendra proclaimed the version of the Constitution that had originally been recommended by the CRC and revised by the Interim Government. However, while proclaiming the 1990 Constitution he read a different text, picked from his pocket, instead of the text submitted by the Cabinet. The text read by the King while proclaiming the 1990 Constitution was different from the preamble of the 1990 Constitution. The texts varied from each other substantially. The text that was read by the King states that His Majesty, exercising constitutional and state authority and prerogatives vested in the Crown, promulgated the 1990 Constitution. 45 The preamble of the 1990 Constitution stipulates that the Constitution is promulgated on the recommendation and advice of the Council of Ministers, recognizing that state authority and sovereign power shall be exercised in accordance with the provisions of the constitution. 46 These facts suggest that from the very beginning of the making of the 1990 Constitution, the concept of constitutional monarchy was contested. The King continually overstepped the constitution, reducing the government s capabilities to that of a passive onlooker. On a number of occasions, the Supreme Court also justified the constitutional onslaughts by the King. Among them, two cases are noteworthy. In the case of an ambassadorial appointment, the Supreme Court justified an appointment made by the King, without any advice and recommendation of the Council of Ministers in the name of privileged communication. 47 Another major attack on the constitution by the King culminated in dissolving the elected government in 2002, which was challenged before the Supreme Court of Nepal. The Supreme Court justified the King s action as constitutional. The Supreme Court judged that the action could not be challenged before a court as the King had invoked his authority under Article 127 of the 1990 constitution.
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No less than the court, the political leaders and governments, instead of bringing the King within the premise of the Constitution, engaged in appeasement. The political leaders kept allowing the King to overstep the constitution. A few examples show how the political leaders played destructive roles in this travesty of the constitution and democracy. Following the first general elections for the Parliament in 1991, the King nominated ten members in the Council of State (Upper House) without consultation, advice or recommendation of the Council of Ministers. Most of the time, the King nominated politicians who had no other chances of entering the House. 49 It provoked widespread criticism against the then-Prime Minister, Girija Prasad Koirala, for not bringing the King within the bracket of Article 35 (2) of the Constitution. Aware of the fact that the Royal Nepal Army was loyal to the King, the Prime Minister felt helpless and could not invoke the available constitutional processes to rein in the excesses of the King.
The National Assembly was a Permanent House; 50 therefore, it could not be dissolved or turned into a non-functional body. However, the House of Representatives could be dissolved and had been dissolved three times under the 1990 Constitution. 51 On the dissolution of the House of Representatives, elections had to be held within six months.
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The constitution had envisioned that there could be no interval of more than six months between two sessions of the Parliament. 53 Thus, a session of the House could not be prorogued for more than six months. When the House of Representatives was dissolved on May 25, 2002, the National Assembly was conducting its session. The King prorogued the National Assembly and never summoned its session. In this way, the King thus started ruling the country without a parliament.
The transgressions continued regarding many aspects of the Constitution, including providing assent to Bills. Article 71 of the 1990 Constitution had prescribed the procedure for the assent of Bills passed by the Houses. No Bills could become an Act unless His Majesty would assent and fix the Royal Seal. Therefore, a Bill passed by the Houses had to be presented to His Majesty for assent. 54 His Majesty was required to assent the Bill tendered to him within one month 55 from the date presented to him, unless His Majesty had the opinion that the Bill needed further deliberations.
56 Under Article 73 57 of the Constitution, His Majesty could send back any Bill. However, His Majesty could not send back the Finance Bill for deliberation and, therefore, was required to assent within one month from the date of its submission for assent. 58 . Under the 1990 Constitution, almost one hundred fifty laws were enacted or amended by the Parliament. However, none of the Bills got assent of the King within the required timeframe.
The case of the Citizenship Bill presented the worst scenario. A Bill to amend the Nepal Citizenship Act of 1964 was passed by the House of Representatives on June 11, 2000 and was transmitted to the National Assembly for its deliberation. 59 The National Assembly rejected the Bill, despite the fact that it was a Finance Bill. The National Assembly could only make necessary recommendations on a Finance Bill, which in turn the House of Representatives could accept, if deemed appropriate. 60 The House of Examples and experiences from other countries practicing constitutional monarchy, especially from the United Kingdom, show that the act of denial of assenting to Bills undermines the framework of constitutional monarchy. In the case of the UK, traditionally, the British Queen was given the power of veto to deny assenting to Bills. The veto power, however, has not been used since the reign of Queen Anne. The power of veto has fallen into disuse as a consequence of ministerial responsibility. The veto could only be exercised on ministerial advice, and no governments would wish to veto Bills for which they were responsible.
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It is a fundamental principle of a constitutional monarchy is that the king can do no wrong and therefore the Council of Ministers should take all the responsibilities for both the constitutional and unconstitutional acts perpetrated by the kings of Nepal. During the seventeen-year history of the 1990 Constitution, the kings undermined and violated the Constitution several times. No governments took any responsibility for the unconstitutional acts of the kings. Rather, each government, willingly or unwillingly, became a silent spectator of these acts. Instead, one of the former ministers, Dr. Minendra Rijal, acknowledged the fact that the Deuba government had satiated all the interests of the Palace, even engaging in unconstitutional acts, with an intention of maintaining democracy. 63 Rijal s statement proves the fact that the political leaders had misinterpreted democracy as a lust for power. This power obsession of the political leaders was undoubtedly an important reason behind the endless ambition of the King.
Many attempts were made at authoritarian reversals, even during the reign of King Birendra, but those were modest compared to the actions of King Gyanendra. As soon as Gyanendra became king on June 4, 2001, after the massacre of King Birendra and his whole family, he sped up the authoritarian reversal. He formed a Royal Commission to investigate the Royal massacre. The Commission was formed under the Chairmanship of then residing Chief Justice Keshav Prasad Upadhyaya and two other members, namely the Speaker of the House of Representatives, Mr. Taranath Ranabhat, and the leader of the opposition Party in the House, Mr. Madhav Kumar Nepal. Mr. Nepal refused to be a Member of the Commission, as his Party did not allow him to be a part of such a Commission. The Commission had to be formed under the recommendation of Article 35 (2) of the Constitution, but King Gyanendra on the first day of his reign ignored Article 35 (2) and showed his desire to rule the country beyond the scope of the Constitution.
The 69 Professional organizations, especially the Nepal Bar Association and the Federation of the Nepalese Journalists Association, jointly launched a public movement against the takeover and constitutional onslaught. Finally, political parties joined the movement. Notably, the Maoist and the major political parties entered into an agreement on November 22, 2005 to end the absolute Monarchy and establish full democracy. 70 To make an end of the monarchy, establish full democracy, restore the dissolved parliament, form an all-party inclusive government, hold elections for the constituent assembly, make a new constitution by the constituent assembly, and establish permanent peace by resolving the arms conflict were some of the key points of the Agreement.
Following the November 2005 Agreement, 71 the people s movement broke out all over the country like a blazing fire. King Gyanendra kneeled down before the power of the people on April 24, 2006, announcing that the sources of state power were the people, and that sovereignty inherently belongs to them alone. 72 The King also reinstated the parliament, which had been dissolved on the recommendation of the former Prime Minister Sher Bhadur Deuba on May 22, 2002. The Maoists joined the parliament and government, and the parliament promulgated a new Interim Constitution in January 2007. The Interim Constitution provided that the fate of the monarchy would be decided by the first meeting of the constituent assembly. Elections were held for the Constituent Assembly. No party secured a majority, but the Maoist secured the plurality in the Constituent Assembly.
Following the CA elections, the CA met for the first time on May 28, 2008. In its first meeting, the CA declared the abolition of the monarchy, and Nepal became a republican country. Finally, the conflict between the King and the people concluded with the abolition -June of the institution of monarchy. However, the deposed King and his family members are still active and trying to restore the monarchy.
CONCLUSION: THE ABOLITION OF MONARCHY
The saga of the constitutional development in Nepal is a case of systemic conflict between peoples aspirations for democracy and kings ambitions for unlimited power. During 240 years of monarchic rule, the rulers suppressed free will, took away liberties, denied democracy, impeded development, fostered poverty, and sustained injustice. The abolition of the institution of monarchy on May 28, 2008 marks a turning point in the political and constitutional development of Nepal. Following the abolition of monarchy, the Nepalese people are engaged in institutionalizing democracy, entrenching liberty and free will, building the nation on the basis of democracy, promoting development, ending poverty, and securing the rule of law and justice through writing a new constitution. These aspirations of the Nepalese people are basic, dear, and undeniable. However, the constitution-making process has advanced considerably slow, buffeted by new issues of transforming the unitary structure of the state into a federal structure on the basis of ethnic identity, and managing ideological rivalries between the political parties finally causing the unwanted demise of the Constituent Assembly on May 27, 2012.
Traditionally, it was believed that the kings had three major sources of power: the Incarnation of Vishnu, Prerogatives, and the command of Army. 73 As the incarnation of Vishnu (a god), the kings were above the constitution and law. Socially and culturally, they were inviolable and pious, to be worshipped by the common people. Indeed, uneducated people worshipped the kings like a god. Questioning the king was considered blasphemy. The kings exercised all prerogatives and sovereign power, including the executive, legislative and judicial power, except during the Ranas rule from 1846 to 1950. The Royal Nepal Army, formerly the Gorkha Army created by Prithivi Narayan Shah, was almost always loyal to the kings. For a long time, kings ruled Nepal abusing all these sources of power.
The mighty institution of monarchy finally crumbled. As discussed above, there are a number of reasons, which caused its abolition. Primarily, these reasons can be recapitulated into three broad clusters. First, the kings themselves had planted the seed of their demise. Second, with a decade-long insurgency, the Royal Nepal Army had almost depleted its ammunition. The supply of ammunition, constrained by India, put the Royal Nepal Army in a disadvantageous position. For a long time, India had supported the monarchy in Nepal, but finally began to distance herself when the monarchy conflicted with Indian political leaders, especially with the Nehru family (Gandhi family). Third, the This absolute monarchy ruled the country for thirty years, until democracy was established in 1990.
The 1990 Constitution was another profound opportunity for the kings. Despite many weaknesses, the 1990 Constitution was built upon a limited concept of constitutional monarchy and democracy. From the very inception of the 1990 Constitution, King Birendra started to contest the framework of the constitutional monarchy and kept overstepping the constitution. Political parties and leaders played the role of passive onlookers in the face of constitutional encroachment by the King. In the same manner as his father, King Mahendra, King Gyanendra, upon ascent to the throne, perpetrated definitive onslaughts to constitutionalism, overwhelming the political landscape of the country. With a coup on February 1, 2005, he dissolved the government, took all executive power into his hands, ruled the country without parliament, and tried to regain all the sources of power of the absolute monarchy: Incarnation of God, Prerogatives, and Army. In short, the kings had weakened the elected governments and overstepped the constitution, declining to accept the framework of constitutional monarchy, to the extent that they caused their own end. A strong democratic government and respect for constitutionalism would be the best policy tools in the hands of the kings to protect the monarchy. However, time and again the kings refused to be constitutional monarchs and invited the demise of the institution of monarchy.
Perhaps, the monarchy could have lasted longer if King Birendra and his family had not been assassinated at the Royal massacre on June 1, 2001. The Royal Commission accused Prince Dipendra for the massacre. Even so, the public did not believe the report and suspected King Gyanendra s involvement, but this was not validated by any formal sources. Against the backdrop of widespread social skepticism, King Gyanendra failed to regain the public s respect and support. Despite the massacre, had King Gyanendra unflinchingly demonstrated respect for the constitution, and that he was bound by the principle of constitutional monarchy, and helped strengthen the elected government and democratic institutions, perhaps the monarchy could have survived for longer. With these observations, the first conclusion of this paper is that King Gyanendra is the primary reason for the demise of the institution of monarchy in Nepal.
The Indian factor played a crucial role in the abolition of the monarchy. Since the era -June of King Mahendra, the warmth of the relationship between the Nehru Family of India and the Shah family of Nepal was slowly decaying. It was especially strained following the personal conflict between King Birendra and Indian Prime Minister Rajiv Gandhi. Consequently, India imposed a nine-month trade embargo against Nepal, which caused the demise of the Panchayat system. This caused further deterioration in the relationship between these two families. In the case of King Gyanendra, India was very reluctant to cooperate with the Royal Nepal Army. During the ten years of the Maoist insurgency, the Royal Nepal Army had almost depleted its arms and ammunition, especially due to the supply being constrained by India. With this constraint, King Gyanendra could not use the army to fight against the people. Not through benevolence, but rather through having no other choices, the distraught King unwillingly accepted the decision of the Constituent Assembly on the abolition of monarchy. Finally, he left the Royal Palace without any resistance. 74 The second conclusion of this paper is that India played an indirect but significant role in the abolition of monarchy in Nepal.
The ten-year-long Maoist insurgency, implemented by a young and politically indoctrinated militia, played a strategic role in weakening the monarchy. Had the monarchy abided by the 1990 Constitution and helped strengthen the democratic institutions, perhaps the Maoist insurgency alone could not have made such an impact. Unfortunately, King Gyanendra did not believe in the virtue and strength of democracy, and therefore kept lashing the political parties into forging unity with the Maoist against him. Finally, the people stood up for democracy and pronounced their verdict on the monarchy. Hence, the third reason for the abolition of the monarchy can be associated with the Maoist insurgency, especially against the backdrop of the Royal massacre of 2001, which created a fertile ground for the final blow to the monarchy culminating in the second people s movement of [2005] [2006] , which evidenced the abounding power of the people with their democratic aspirations.
Despite this historic achievement of the Nepalese people; the opportunity to institutionalize democracy, establish peace, and promote socio-economic development by addressing the problems of poverty, injustice, discrimination, exploitation, corruption, misrule, nepotism, and many others social and political evils, is primarily conditioned by three important factors. First, without a complete defeat of the royalist school of thought, the royalist elements keep seeking opportunities to destabilize the democracy. The Royalists have not given up their hopes. They like to see the political parties and their leaders unable to address the question of ideological conflicts, and thus bring the Maoists into the democratic mainstream. Second, bringing the Maoists into the democratic mainstream is perhaps the most difficult task, as it demands that the ideology of communism be weeded out of the party, with which it is pervasively and fundamentally indoctrinated. Third, the issue of identity has culminated in restructuring the state based on ethnicity, and demands much more social and political discourse before the constitution writing takes a concrete shape. Therefore, the political leaders are the only hope of the Nepalese people for meeting these three challenges and driving the country into the path of peace, democracy, and prosperity. The flip side of the political leaders cannot be ignored. Fundamentally, they are not immune from the political culture that the Shah and Rana dynasties had implanted in the Nepalese political soil. On top of that, they are mired in populist ideas rather than conceptually correct ideas. Political leaders have not yet developed the skill of taking policy decisions based on democratic discourse driven by knowledge base. In addition, they have ignored the importance of institutionalizing constitutionalism as one of the important tasks of constitution making.
The Shah Dynasty institutionalized a political culture of non-cooperation and intolerance already in vogue in the political traditions of Malla kings of the Kathmandu Valley. They were also successful in creating a widespread fear and a sense of servitude in the general population. They cultivated a national culture portrayed in the social perception of: nurture a culture of loyalty to rulers, please the powerful people in order to be blessed (kripabad); don t question the person in power but follow them blindly (biswaspatra); foster a sense of achievement and success to be achieved by pleasing people in power (chakari); help restrain the pursuit of freedom, knowledge, skill, and innovation by surrendering to the ruling class (chaplusi); and endorse nepotism in promoting your people for socio-politico opportunities (natabad). Further, power alone is elevated as a source of social, political, and legal justification. Power was knowledge for both Ranas and Shahs; the same is true for the political leaders. Knowledge, reason, and scholarship were unnecessary qualities for success and social political justification. In a single word this culture can be described as a feudalistic culture, which is extensively and deeply embedded in the Nepalese soil. Even today, it has immeasurably mired every individual, institution, political party, and leader. No matter who they are: communists or so-called democrats, they all share this feudalistic culture. The monarchy is abolished, but the feudalistic culture is pandemic. Unless the feudalistic culture is uprooted, the vestiges of monarchy will keep ruling the country. It seems reasonable that the conflict between the King and the people will finally be settled with the abolition of the feudalistic political culture.
Feudalistic political culture is the stumbling block both for the institutionalization of constitutionalism and fostering the pace of growth and human development. Democracy needs a culture of diligence, perseverance, as well as the pursuit of knowledge, innovation, industriousness, honesty, and self-respect among all. Peace can only be built on constitutionalism, justice, the rule of law, and the democratic way of life espoused by a rights-based approach. The path is full of opportunities and hopes, but it is not easy. A politically volatile, economically vulnerable, and socio-culturally sensitive country such as Nepal has no alternatives other than liberal democracy and a rights-based approach to address its immense problems and create opportunities for its people.
NOTES
See PLATO, THE REPUBLIC BOOK VII (trans. by B. Jowett, Kindle, 2008) . The passage of the dialogue reads, Well, I said, and you would agree (would you not?) that what has been said about the State and the government is not a mere dream, and although difficult not impossible, but only possible in the way which has been supposed; that is to say, when the true philosopher kings are born in a State, one or more of them, despising the honors of this present world which they deem mean and worthless, esteeming above all things right and the honor that springs from right, and regarding justice as the greatest and most necessary of all things, whose ministers they are, and whose principles will be exalted by them when they set in order their own city? See THOMAS HOBBES, LEVIATHAN (Kindle, 2009 ). In Hobbes words, There be other names of Government, in the Histories, and books of Policy; as Tyranny, and Oligarchy: But they are not the names of other Forms of Government, but of the same Forms disliked. For they that are discontented under Monarchy, call it Tyranny; and they that are displeased with Aristocracy, called it Oligarchy: so also, they which find themselves grieved under a Democracy, call it Anarchy, (which signifies want of Government;) and yet I think no man believes, that want of Government, is any new kind of Government: nor by the same reason ought they to believe, that the Government is of one kind, when they like it, and another, when they dislike it, or are oppressed by the Governors. 12 Id. at 186. Levi claims that the King was popular among the people and was also a formal head of the army, and that the Ranas were unsure about the loyalty of the army if they deposed the King. It authorized its President, M. P. Koirala, to carry out necessary activities to expedite the last struggle for freedom, kidnap the King, and bring him to India for his safety.
17 See Levi, supra note 11, 18 Id. 
